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INTRODUCTION. 


After  the  Standing  Committees  of  all  the  Dioceses  in  the  United 
States,  had  consented  to  the  consecration  of  Dr.  Onderdonk,  and  fur- 
nished in  his  behalf,  the  testimonial  required  by  the  canons  of  the 
Church;  and  after  all  the  Bishops,  save  one,  who  had  not  been  heard 
from,  had  formally  expressed  their  consent  and  concurrence  in  the 
measure,  and  the  day  had  been  appointed  for  the  solemn  act,  which 
was  to  invest  him  with  the  powers  and  responsibilities  of  that  high 
station,  to  which  the  voice  of  a majority  of  the  Convention  of  tne 
Church  in  Pennsylvania  had  called  him;  then  it  was  that  the  minori- 
ty of  the  late  Convention,  forwarded  to  the  Bishops  of  our  Church, 
and  to  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk,  the  remonstrance  against  his  conse- 
cration, which  is  printed  at  length  in  the  following  pages.  From  the 
time  of  the  Convention  down  to  the  date  of  this  document,  a period 
of  four  months,  no  public  authoritative  act  had  taken  place  on  the  part 
of  the  minority,  indicative  of  their  belief,  that  the  election  of  Dr.  On- 
derdonk was  illegal,  and  that  his  consecration  would  be  inexpedient. 
Discussions  of  the  subject  in  the  Philadelphia  Recorder,  by  a single 
anonymous  writer,  constituted  all  that  has  been  publicly  done  by  the' 
opposite  party.  The  reasonings  and  the  statements  of  the  anonymous 
writer  referred  to,  were  ably  and  amply  refuted  in  the  Church  Re- 
gister. 

The  tangible  document  submitted  to  the  Bishops  under  the  name 
of  a remonstrance,  though  containing  but  a repetition  of  the  refuted 
reasonings,  seemed  to  require  an  answer,  because  it  appeared  before 
the  Bishops  and  the  public  under  the  authority  of  names.  A few  mem- 
bers of  the  majority  of  the  Convention,  who  elected  Dr.  Onderdonk, 
and  were  near  enough  to  Philadelphia  to  be  accessible  within  the 
short  space  of  time  between  the  presentation  of  the  remonstrance, 
and  the  day  fixed  for  the  consecration,  have  appended  their  names  to 
a brief  reply  to  that  document,  and  transmitted  it  to  the  Bishops,  and 
Dr.  Onderdonk.  That  reply,  will  be  found  below.  Both  papers  are 
submitted  to  the  Episcopalians  of  this  Diocese,  that  they  may  have 
correct  and  full  information  upon  the  proceedings  nowin  progress  in 
the  Church  within  its  limits. 


THE  REMONSTRANCE, 


To  the  Bishops  of  the  Protestant  Episropal  Church,  in  the  United 

States  of  America. 

Right  Reverend  Sirs, 

The  undersigned,  ministers  and  members  of  the  Protestant  Epis- 
copal Church,  in  the  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania,  address  you  on  the 
present  occasion,  with  mingled  emotions  of  hope  and  fear.  Of  hope, 
when  they  consider  you,  in  your  ollicial  character,  as  the  appointed 
guardians  of  the  church  of  Christ,  and  the  conservators  of  her  peace 
and  purity;  of  fear,  lest  the  influence  of  unhappy  prejudices,  which 
have  been  raised  against  us  personally,  may  operate  to  the  disadvan- 
tage of  the  cause  which  we  plead.  Nothing  short  of  an  imperious 
sense  of  duty,  looking  forward  to  that  account  which  we  have  to  ren- 
tier to  the  great  head  of  his  church,  could  induce  us  to  present  our- 
selves before  you  in  the  attitude  of  remonstrants.  Many  and  alarm- 
ing evils  appear  to  us  to  be  hanging  over  our  beloved  Zion.  The 
cause  of  righteousness,  and  truth,  and  sacred  love,  in  our  estimation, 
is  exposed  to  imminent  peril.  We  lift  our  eyes  to  heaven  in  humble 
supplication:  to  you,  Rt.  Rev.  Sirs,  we  address  the  language  of  re- 
spectful, though  earnest  entreaty. 

You  have  been  requested  to  consecrate  to  the  high,  holy,  and  re- 
sponsible office  of  an  Assistant  Bishop,  the  Rev.  Henry  U.  Onder- 
donk,  D.  D.  We  have,  from  the  beginning,  felt  ourselves  compelled, 
by  the  highest  obligations,  to  oppose  the  elevation  of  that  reverend 
gentlemen.  On  every  proper  occasion  we  have  manifested  our  dis- 
approbation of  the  proceedings  by  which  he  lias  been  presented  before 
you, as  the  Assistant  Bishop  elect  of  Pennsylvania:  and  in  the  same 
spirit,  and  under  the  same  sense  of  accountability,  we  now  present 
for  your  serious  consideration,  the  following  reasons  why,  in  our  opin- 
ion, the  consecration  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  ought  not  to  be  con- 
summated. 

First.  Because  we  are  convinced  that  the  Rev.  William  Meade,  of 
Virginia,  was  duly  nominated  to  the  office  of  Assistant  Bishop  of  this 
Diocese,  at  the  Special  Convention  held  in  this  city,  in  October  last: 
the  whole  matter  of  which  nomination  was  referred  to  the  Conven- 
tion to  meet  at  Harrisburg,  and  entirely  passed  over  by  said  Conven- 
tion. 

Secondly.  Because  improper  means  were  used  to  prevent  the  at- 
tendance of  one  clergyman,  at  least,  at  the  Convention  held  in  May 
last,  who,  if  he  had  been  present,  would  have  voted  with  those  that 
opposed  the  election  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk. 


Thirdly.  Because  the  Rev.  Lucius  Carter  was  denied  the  privilege 
of  voting  in  the  Convention,  at  Harrisburg,  although  he  had  come 
with  the  canonical  testimonial,  and  had  been  for  some  weeks,  and  is 
now,  actually  resident  in  the  state. 

Fourthly.  Because  the  Convention  at  Harrisburg  refused,  previous 
to  the  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  election  of  an  Assistant  Bishop, 
to  admit  into  connexion,  several  churches,  delegates  from  which  were 
in  attendance;  and  thus  denied  to  the  lay  members,  representatives 
of  thoSe  churches,  the  privilege  of  voting  on  the  main  question,  or  on 
previous  questions. 

Fifthly.  Because  several  rules  of  order  were  disregarded  during 
the  proceedings  in  reference  to  the  election,  whereby  all  opportunity 
for  compromise  and  conciliation  was  denied. 

Sixthly.  Because  of  the  conduct  of  the  majority,  in  refusing  to  lis- 
ten to  any  overtures  for  peace. 

Seventhly.  Because  the  Convention  at  Harrisburg  had  no  authority  • 
to  elect  any  person  the  future  Bishop  of  Pennsylvania. 

Eighthly.  Because  a majority  of  the  officiating  presbyters  of  the 
Diocese  did  not  concur  in  the  election,  as  required  by  the  second 
canon  of  the  General  Convention. 

Ninthly.  Because  we  sincerely  believe  that  the  consecration  ol 
the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  will  be  fraught  with  consequences  prejudi- 
cial to  the  peace  and  prosperity  of  our  church  in  this  diocese. 

Tenthly.  Because  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  has  manifested  a spirit, 
since  the  Convention  at  Harrisburg,  which  forbids  us  to  hope  that  he 
will  exercise  the  office  of  a Bishop  to  the  honour  of  God,  the  edify- 
ing of  his  church,  or  as  a wholesome  example  to  the  flock  of  Christ. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  we  deem  it  our  duty  to  state,  that  many 
persons,  learned  in  the  law,  have  given  it  as  their  deliberate  opinion, 
that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  has  not  been  legally  chosen  the  Assist- 
ant Bishop  of  this  Diosese.  If  a question  of  this  kind  should  arise, 
to  be  decided  in  a court  of  justice,  however  it  may  eventuate,  the 
consequences  cannot  be  other  than  such  as  every  friend  of  the  church 
must  deprecate. 

Whatever  may  be  the  issue  of  the  present  remonstrance,  we  appeal 
to  God  for  the  purity  of  our  motives,  and  do  confidently  refer  the  de- 
cision to  that  tribunal,  where  every  work  shall  appear  in  its  true 
character,  and  receive  its  appropriate  award.  May  God  grant  unto 
you  that  wisdom,  which  is  profitable  to  direct,  in  this  important 
crisis.  May  the  church,  of  which  we  are  members,  become  as  distin- 
guished for  its  piety  and  zeal  in  the  cause  of  Christ,  as  it  is  for  its  scrip- 
tural faith,  and  primitive  constitution : And  may  you,  respected  and 
Right  Reverend  Sirs,  long  live  to  witness  its  increasing  prosperity. 

.Signed, 

George  Boyd,  Rector  of  St.  John’s  Church,  Philadelphia. 

Benjamin  Allen,  Rector  of  St.  Paul’s  Church,  Philadel- 
phia. 

G.  T.  Bedell,  Rector  of  St.  Andrew’s  Church,  Philadel- 
phia. 


B.  P.  Aydelott,  Rector  of  Grace  Church,  Philadelphia. 

Richard  U.  Morgan,  Rector  of  St.  Paul’s  Church,  Ches- 
ter, and  St.  Martin’s  Church. 
Marcus  Hook. 

Robert  Piggot,  Rector  of  St.  Mark’s  Church,  Lew  is  town, 

James  Wiltbank,  Rector  of  St.  Matthew’s  Church,  Fran- 

cisville. 

Charles  M.  Dupuy,  Assistant  Minister  of  the  Swedish 

Churches  in  Philadelphia,  and 
Kingsessing. 

John  Claxton, — John  Farr, — Cornelius  Stevenson,-— 
Samuel  J.  Robbins, — Thomas  Robins, — John  McKin- 
ley,— Joseph  S.  Riley, — P.  C.  Hamm, — Hugh  De  Ha- 
ven,— George  Clay. 

September,  1827. 


Right  Reverend  and  Dear  Sirs, 

Other  names  of  ministers  and  lay  delegates  to  the  Convention  at 
Harrisburgh  are  to  be  affixed,  but  it  is  thought  proper  not  to  detain 
the  remonstrance.  The  original  signatures,  on  which  authority  to 
affix  them  to  the  printed  copy  is  founded,  will  be  left  with  the  Right 
Rev.  Bishop  'White. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Benjamin  Allen, 

In  behalf  of  the  Committee  for  sending  the  remonstrance. 

Philadelphia,  September  14th,  1827. 


REPLY. 


To  the  Bishops  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  United 

States. 


Right  Reverend  Sirs, 

A printed  paper,  purporting  to  have  been  signed  in  the  original  by 
several  Clergymen  and  Laymen  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church, 
members  of  the  late  Convention  at  Harrisburgh,  has  been  recently 
shown  to  us.  It  is  addressed  to  the  Bishops  of  our  Church,  and  it 
is  presumed,  has  been  printed  with  a view  to  circulation. 

It  would,  perhaps,  conduce  most  to  the  preservation  of  our  Church 
from  the  continuance  of  a distressing  scandal,  if  this  paper  were  to 
pass  without  remark;  but  as  it  implicates  a majority  of  the  late  Con* 
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vention  in  violations  ot  order,  in  a refusal  to  meet  overtures  for 
peace,  in  a denial  of  all  opportunities  for  compromise  and  conciliation, 
and  in  breaches  of  the  law,  such  even  as  the  tribunals  of  justice  may 
be  called  upon  to  remedy,  it  hardly  leaves  to  the  subscribers  the  li- 
berty of  silence,  which,  after  a painful  contest,  would  be  so  welcome 
to  them  and  to  the  Church.  As  it,  moreover,  remonstrates  in  the 
gravest  manner,  and  under  every  solemnity  of  protestation  as  to 
purity  of  motive  and  design,  against  the  consecration  of  Dr.  Onder- 
donk,  and  is  addressed  to  those,  who,  with  one  exception,  were  for- 
tunately absent  from  the  scenes  to  which  it  refers,  it  seems  the  more 
necessary  both  for  his  sake  and  theirs,  to  notice  it.  Such  of  the 
members  of  that  majority  as  are  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  were 
accessible,  have  accordingly  deemed  it  expedient  to  submit  to  the 
Right  Reverend  Bishops,  to  whom  the  paper  is  addressed,  some  re- 
marks upon  it,  and  to  ask  for  them  such  consideration  as  they  may 
appear  to  deserve.  The  charges  or  allegations  of  the  remonstrants 
are  shorter  than  it  is  possible  to  make  the  answers  to  them,  for  the 
reason  that  the  remonstrants  have  thought  it  sufficient  to  make 
charges  without  proof,  and  to  give  opinions  without  reasons  in  sup- 
port of  them;  whereas  it  is  not  thought  by  the  subscribers  to  be  re- 
spectful to  the  Bishops,  or  just  to  the  cause  which  has  been  attended 
by  so  much  excitement  in  the  Church,  to  make  answers  of  mere  de- 
nial, or  to  rest  upon  the  mere  assertion  of  counter-opinions.  With 
such  brevity,  however,  as  is  consistent  with  their  object,  and  with 
such  plainness  also  as  is  now  imperatively  required,  in  a contest, 
prosecuted,  we  think,  by  the  Remonstrants  with  little  measure  of 
respect  or  charity  toward  any  of  the  parties  opposed  to  them,  the 
subscribers  will  repeat  the  objections  of  the  printed  paper,  and  sub- 
mit their  answers.  Nothing,  they  sincerely  hope,  will  fall  from 
them  further  to  disturb  the  peace  of  a greatly  distracted  Church:  but 
they  suppose  it  will  not  be  asked  of  them  to  surrender  the  Church,  or 
their  own  rights  as  members  of  it,  either  to  menaces  or  to  unsup- 
ported allegations.  They  cannot  certainly  say  what  would  have  been 
their  deportment  had  it  been  their  lot  to  be  in  a minority  in  the 
councils  of  the  Church;  but  even  in  that  situation  they  probably 
would  have  acknowledged  the  truth  of  the  abstract  position,  that  no 
Church  can  exist  where  the  voice  of  a majority  does  not  finally  rule. 

The  reasons,  as  they  are  termed  (the  opinions  or  allegations  of  the 
Remonstrants,  more  properly  speaking)  adverse  to  the  consecration 
of  Dr.  Onderdonk,  are  then  as  follows:  the  answers  succeed  them 
respectively. 

Reason  1. — “ Because  we  are  convinced  that  the  Rev.  Win.  Meade 
of  Virginia  was  duly  nominated  to  the  office  of  Assistant  Bishop  of 
this  diocese  at  the  Special  Convention,  held  in  this  city,  in  October 
last:  the  whole  matter  of  which  nomination  was  referred  to  the  Con- 
vention to  meet  at  Harrisburgh,  and  entirely  passed  over  by  said 
Convention.” 

Answer. — The  conviction  of  the  remonstrants,  which  is  here  as- 
serted, may  be  sincere.  It  is  not  intended  to  question  its  sincerity 
in  this  place.  The  only  fact,  however,  on  which  it  appears  to  rest,  is 
unfounded;  and  if  the  remonstrants  are  equally  convinced  of  the 
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eighth  reason,  there  are  two  contrary  convictions  in  the  game  mind, 
The  conviction  is  moreover  of  recent  origin;  for  the  conduct  of  all 
the  remonstrants  at  the  State  Convention,  and  the  declarations  of  the 
most  conspicuous  among  them  before  it,  are  irreconcilable  with  such 
a conviction  at  these  periods.  Add  to  this,  that  the  conviction  is 
equally  irreconcilable  with  the  Constitution  of  the  Church.  Of  these 
in  their  order. 

The  fact  on  which  it  appears  to  rest  is  unfounded.  The  whole  mat- 
ter of  the  nomination , by  which  is  obviously  intended  the  nomination 
of  the  Rev.  W.  Meade,  was  not  referred  to  the  Convention  to  meet 
at  Harrisburgh.  The  minutes  of  the  Special  Convention  are  the  only 
guide;  and  no  one  can  dispute  their  accuracy.  The  resolution,  and 
the  only  resolution  adopted  upon  the  subject,  is  the  following: — 
“Resolved,  that  all  proceedings  concerning  the  election  of  an  as- 
sistant bishop  be  postponed  until  the  meeting  of  the  next  Stated  Con- 
vention.” There  is  not  a word  here  concerning  the  reference  of  the 
nomination  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Meade  to  the  next  Convention:  nor 
could  there  have  been  without  inconsistency;  for  before  the  above 
resolution  was  adopted,  the  president  had  stated,  upon  a supplemen- 
tary report  of  the  tellers,  that  there  was  no  constitutional  majority 
for  any  candidate:  and  from  this  statement  of  his  decision  upon  the 
report,  there  was  no  appeal  to  the  House,  or  to  either  of  the  Orders, 
It  was  consequently  acquiesced  in. 

If  the  Remonstrants  are  equally  convinced  of  the  eighth  reason , there 
are  two  contrary  convictions  in  the  same  mind.  The  eighth  reason 
asserts  the  concurrence  of  a majority  of  the  officiating  presbyters  in 
the  diocese,  to  be  essential  to  the  valid  election  of  a bishop.  Of 
course,  it  is  essential  to  a due  nomination;  for  the  nomination,  as  it 
is  called,  is  the  only  act  of  the  clergy  in  such  an  election.  Now,  it 
cannot  be  asserted  that  a majority  of  the  officiating  presbyters  in  the 
diocese  concurred  in  the  nomination  of  the  Rev.  W.  Meade.  In  the 
first  place,  the  election  having  been  by  ballot,  as  the  Constitution  re- 
quires, it  cannot  be  legally  ascertained  who  voted  for  him;  nor,  of 
course,  that  he  had  a majority  of  the  officiating  presbyters  in  the 
diocese.  If  conjecture  is  to  be  resorted  to,  Mr.  Meade  had  no  such 
majority  in  fact.  There  were  in  October,  1826,  forty-eight  presby- 
ters in  the  diocese,  of  whom  twenty  voted  for  Mr.  Meade.  There 
were  thirty-six  officiating  presbyters  in  the  diocese,  exclusive  of  Dr. 
Beasley,  Provost  of  the  University  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Dr.  Wilson, 
Professor  of  Systematic  Divinity  in  the  Theological  Seminary,  who, 
for  want  of  a settled  definition  of  what  constitutes  an  officiating 
presbyter  under  the  canon,  are  not  included.  Of  these  thirty-six, 
eighteen  voted  for  Mr.  Meade,  including  Mr.  Dupuy,  who  officiated 
only  in  the  Swedes’  Churches,  and  Mr.  Aydelott,  who  had  no  re 
cognised  pastoral  charge  at  that  time.  Mr.  Meade  had  not  a majority 
of  the  Presbyters  in  the  Diocese,  nor  of  the  officiating  Presbyters  in 
the  Diocese,  nor  of  the  Presbyters  present  in  Convention,  nor  of  the 
Clergy  present.  His  nomination,  therefore,  was  not  according  to 
the  8th  reason  “duly”  made:  nor  was  it  according  to  anv  rule  that 
.an  be  extracted  from  the  Constitution. 
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churches,  Jot  the  reason  that  an  improper  assertion  could  have  beeo 
instantly  refuted.  The  effect  of  such  an  admission  upon  the  choice 
of  a Bishop,  is  now  and  was  then  known  to  be  of  no  import  what- 
ever, as  it  would  have  left  the  majority  still  with  Dr.  Onderdonk. 
The  object  of  proceeding  immediately  to  the  election,  was  to  remove 
a cause  of  excitement  and  contention,  which,  while  it  lasted,  was 
certain  to  enter  into  every  question,  whether  in  regard  to  these 
churches  or  any  thing  else;  and  the  order  of  the  Convention,  after 
the  election  was  over,  justified  the  precaution.  But  whatever  would 
have  been  the  effect  of  their  admission,  they  were  not  admitted  when 
the  Bishop  was  chosen,  and  were  not  legally  injured  by  having  no 
part  in  the  choice.  Whether  they  were  so  in  a moral  sense,  cannot 
be  decided  without  knowing  how  much  of  that  spirit  which  prevails 
at  civil  elections,  entered  into  the  formation  of  some  of  these  churches; 
whether  any  of  them  were  made  for  the  occasion;  whether  the  prin- 
ciple of  their  union  was  attachment  to  the  Church,  or  attachment  to 
a party;  and  whether  they  had  participated  of  that  “provision,” 
which  the  Confidential  Circular  had  taken  care  to  promise  them.  The 
power  of  every  Convention  extends  to  the  regulation  of  its  own  busi- 
ness, and  of  the  order  of  time  in  which  diiferent  acts  shall  be  per- 
formed; and  if  the  majority  shall  wait  until  the  minority  are  satis- 
fied with  either  their  proceedings  or  the  order  of  them,  it  is  appre- 
hended that  in  such  a case  as  the  present,  life  would  be  too  short  to 
bring  the  parties  to  the  same  mind. 

Reason  V. — “Because  several  rules  of  order  were  disregarded 
during  the  proceedings  in  reference  to  the  election,  whereby  all  op- 
portunity for  compromise  and  conciliation  was  denied.” 

Answer. — The  minutes  are  published,  and  the  decisions  of  the 
chair  and  of  the  house  at  the  last  Convention,  recorded.  In  what 
instance  was  there  a violation  of  order?  There  was  not  during  the 
Convention  a single  case  of  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  chair. 
Why  this  constant  substitution  of  allegation  and  opinion  for  facts  and 
circumstances,  in  a paper  too,  submitted  for  “ serious  consideration,” 
at  the  end  of  four  months  after  the  Convention  to  which  it  refers? 
Every  Convention  is  competent  to  make  its  own  rules  of  order,  and 
the  interpretation  of  those  rules  by  the  majority,  must  be  acquiesced 
in,  or  there  is  an  end  to  constitution  as  weil  as  to  order.  Is  it  meant 
that  a violation  of  order  upon  a question  of  adjournment,  is  to  effect 
the  validity  of  an  election  ? Is  it  meant  that  such  is  the  effect  of  a 
violation  of  order  upon  a motion  to  reconsider  a vote,  made  to  harass 
and  irritate  a clear  majority,  where  the  party  moving,  had  insidiously 
voted  against  his  own  opinion,  in  order  to  have  title  as  one  of  the 
majority  to  move  a reconsideration?  The  experience  of  most  of  ouf 
venerable  Bishops,  has,  perhaps,  not  yet  encountered  the  exhibition 
of  parliamentary  skill  applied  to  the  simple  movements  of  a Church 
Convention;  but  if  they  shall  unfortunately  meet  with  it  hereafter, 
they  will  know  that  there  is  no  effectual  counter-agent,  except  firm- 
ness, mildness,  and  that  plain  good  sense,  which,  knowing  the  object 
of  all  rules  ot  order,  prevents  their  misapplication,  to  the  delay  of 
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business,  and  the  production  of  disorder.  Such  were  the  methods  of 
our  venerable  President,  at  the  late  Convention. 

Reason  VI. — “Because  of  the  conduct  of  the  majority  in  refusing 
to  listen  to  any  overtures  for  peace.” 

Answer. — No  overtures  for  peace  were  made  by  the  minority. 
None  have  ever  been  made.  They  have  rejected  an  overture  for 
peace,  made  by  their  own  candidate,  and  sanctioned  without  hesita 
tion  by  the  majority.  The  proofs  of  this  position  are  before  the 
Church  and  the  public.  It  is  for  the  Remonstrants  to  show  that  they 
ever  made  an  overture  for  peace  that  was  rejected  by  the  majority. 
But  we  must  be  permitted  further  to  remark,  that  the  majority  must 
be  always  at  liberty  to  judge  whether  overtures  for  peace  are  sincere 
or  illusory.  Could  it  enter  into  the  mind  of  a reasonable  man  to  ex- 
pect such  an  objection  as  the  6th,  from  gentlemen  who  had  used  the 
following  language  in  the  Confidential  Circular  P “ The  proposal 
to  postpone  all  further  consideration  of  the  election  of  an  Assistant 
Bishop,  which  was  submitted  by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Meade  to  a few  per- 
sons on  both  sides  of  the  question,  has  not  been  acceded  to.” — A 
proposal  notoriously  acceded  to  by  those  who  afterwards  voted  for  Dr. 
Onderdonk,  and  as  notoriously  rejected  by  the  Remonstrants.  “We 
confidently  expect  that  the  Brethren  will  come  to  the  next  Conven- 
tion prepared  to  act  on  the  important  matter  which  will  then  be 
brought  before  them,”  &c. — “and  proceed  in  all  their  future  delibera 
tions  under  the  pledge  which  was  given  when  we  were  last  together.” 
“Let  us  employ  all  lawful  means,  to  keep  the  advantage  which  we 
have  already  obtained.”  This  is  the  language  of  Messrs.  Boyd,  Be- 
dell, Dupuy,  Riley  and  Robbins:  is  it  the  language  of  compromise, 
conciliation  and  peace?  We  protest,  Right  Iiev.  Sirs,  that  wc  sigh 
for  peace;  that  we  have  neither  “ Committee,”  nor  “pledge,”  noi 
“provision,”  nor  heart  for  the  continuance  of  this  distressing  feud; 
while  the  Remonstrants  from  the  beginning  seem  to  have  had  the 
harness  of  war  upon  them,  and  to  be  determined  never  to  take  it  oil. 

Reason  VII. — “Because  the  Convention  at  Harrisburgh  had  no 
authority  to  elect  any  person  the  future  Bishop  of  Pennsylvania.” 

Answer. — AVhy?  For  what  reason?  Where  was  the  restraint?  Still 
without  facts  or  even  arguments,  for  your  “ serious  consideration.” 
If  the  want  of  authority  is  a result  of  any  of  the  other  matters  set 
forth  in  the  printed  paper,  it  has  already  received,  or  will  receive  its 
answer.  If  it  is  meant  that  there  is  something  in  the  nature  of  the 
office,  that  a party  cannot  be  duly  chosen  assistant  or  coadjutor  Bi- 
shop, it  remains  to  be  proved.  If  it  is  meant  that  such  an  Assistant 
Bishop  cannot  be  so  chosen  as  to  succeed  to  the  office  of  Bishop, 
without  further  election  or  consecration,  we  say  again,  it  remains  to 
be  proved.  The  Episcopal  Churches  in  the  United  States,  and  else- 
where, have  acted  upon  the  contrary  opinion.  Practice,  ancient  and 
modern,  is  to  the  contrary.  But,  on  this  question,  we  retire  from 
before  the  venerable  fathers  of  our  Church,  who  are  to. give  and  not 
to  receive  instruction  upon  it. 

Reason  VIII. — Because  a majority  of  the  officiating  Presbyters  of 
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the  diocese,  did  not  concur  in  the  election,  as  required  by  the  second 
canon  of  the  General  Convention.” 

Answer. — It  must  be  agreed  that  the  constitution  of  the  Church 
in  Pennsylvania  does  not  require  such  a concurrence.  It  must 
also  be  agreed  that  the  election  of  Dr.  Onderdonk  was  in  pre- 
cise conformity  with  that  constitution.  We  say  it  must  be  agreed, 
because  the  remonstrants  have  no  where  alleged  the  contrary. 
The  question  then  is  between  the  constitution,  and  the  interpreta- 
ation  of  the  second  canon  of  the  General  Convention.  The  se- 
cond canon  of  the  General  Convention  was  made,  we  apprehend, 
to  regulate  the  primary  election  of  a Bishop,  or,  to  speak  more  cor- 
rectly, to  authorize  a diocese  to  proceed  in  the  first  instance  to 
the  election  of  a Bishop.  The  consequences  of  a multiplication  of 
Bishops,  from  dioceses  with  very  few  Churches,  might  have  been  one 
of  the  motives  for  the  canon, — the  mischief  of  a particular  case  is 
said  to  have  been  another,  and  the  principal  one.  The  strict  and 
literal,  as  well  as  the  rational,  interpretation  of  the  canon,  goes  no 
further  than  this.  “No  diocese  or  state  shall  proceed  to  the  election 
or  appointment  of  a Bishop,  unless  there  be  at  least  six  officiating 
Presbyters  residing  therein,  and  who,  agreeably  to  the  canons  of  the 
Church,  may  be  qualified  to  vote  for  a Bishop,  a majority  of  whom 
at  least  shall  concur  in  such  election.”  Strike  out  the  clause  in  re- 
gard to  qualification,  and  the  canon  will  read,  “ unless  there  be  at 
least  six  officiating  Presbyters  residing  therein,  a majority  of  whom 
at  least  shall  concur  in  such  election;”  consequently  the  canon  re- 
quires nothing  more  than  a majority  of  six  officiating  Presbyters  to 
concur,  before  a diocese  or  state  shall  proceed  to  the  election  of  a 
Bishop.  It  is  in  fact  a restraint  upon  the  first  appointment  of  Bishops, 
and  nothing  more.  It  imparts  no  power,  but  it  is  a negative  upon 
the  exercise  of  any  power,  except  in  a given  case.  This  is  made 
more  clear  by  the  last  clause  of  the  canon,  which  is  a qualification  or 
diminution  of  the  restraint  imposed  by  the  first: — “but  the  conven- 
tion of  two  or  more  dioceses,  having  together  nine  or  more  such 
Presbyters,  may  associate  and  join  in  the  election  of  such  a Bishop.” 
What  number  of  Presbyters  must  concur  in  the  latter  case?  The 
canon  does  not  say,  because  it  was  not  its  object  to  decide  what 
should  be  a valid  election,  but  what  should  authorize  the  Churches 
in  a diocese  to  proceed  to  the  election  of  a Bishop.  If  it  intended  to 
regulate  the  choice  of  Bishops  at  all  times,  how  does  it  stand  with 
the  4th  Article  of  the  Constitution,  which  says  that  the  Bishops  in 
ever}'  state  shall  be  chosen  agreeablrj  to  such  rules  as  shall  be  fixed 
by  the  constitution  of  that  state”  an  article  that  with  particular  cau- 
tion has  been  inserted  in  the  constitution  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  United  States,  since  its  first  institution?  What  is  the 
interpretation  given  to  this  article  by  the  Remonstrants?  The  canon 
in  the  sense  contended  for  by  them  is  null,  or  the  constitution  of  the 
Church  in  Pennsylvania  is  null,  so  far  as  it  fixes  a rule  for  the  elec- 
tion of  a Bishop:  yet  the  latter  cannot  be  the  case,  unless  a canon  of 
ihe  General  Convention  can  repeal  the  constitution  under  which  it  is 
made.  No  attempt  has  ever  been  made  bv  the  Remonstrants,  to  rc- 
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conciie  the  canon  and  the  constitution.  They  are,  according  to  their 
view,  in  direct  collision ; whereas,  by  the  interpretation  herein  as- 
serted, the  constitution  of  the  General  Church,  of  the  Church  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  the  canon,  perfectly  harmonize.  The  interpre- 
tation asserted  by  the  Remonstrants,  destroys,  moreover,  an  election 
by  ballot.  The  primary  election  of  a Bishop  of  a diocese  may  be  de- 
termined on  viva  voce,  by  the  concurrent  voice  of  a majority  of  at 
least  six  Presbyters,  in  favour  of  proceeding  to  an  election:  but  how 
can  it  be  known  what  number  of  officiating  Presbyters  concur  in  a 
choice,  if  the  vote  is  by  ballot?  How  can  it  be  known,  except  by  a 
scrutiny  contrary  to  the  principle  of  ballot,  or  unless  all  other  cler- 
gymen are  rejected,  which  the  canon  does  not  direct?  Yet  in  how 
many  of  the  dioceses  is  an  election  of  Bishop  made  viva  voce? 

Reason  IX. — “ Because  we  sincerely  believe  that  the  consecration 
of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  will  be  fraught  with  consequences 
prejudicial  to  the  peace  and  prosperity  of  our  church  in  this  diocese.” 

Answer. — The  sincerity  of  this  belief  it  is  impossible  to  deny, 
and  perhaps  its  propriety  also,  as  the  reverend  Clergy  and  the  Laity 
whose  names  are  affixed  to  the  paper,  are  in  a great  degree  the  mas- 
ters of  these  consequences.  The  Church,  however,  is  under  divine 
protection,  and  it  is  not  feared  but  that  the  wills  and  purposes  of  all 
who  are  opposed  to  her  peace  and  prosperity,  will  sooner  or  later  be 
overruled.  There  is  undoubtedly  great  cause  for  the  apprehension 
expressed;  but  that  the  Assistant  Bishop  ought  not  for  this  reason  to 
be  consecrated,  will  not  perhaps  be  admitted,  until  the  majority  shall 
in  all  cases  be  prepared  to  yield  to  the  minority,  and  the  Church  also 
to  yield  every  point  which  any  body  of  men  shall  be  found  sufficiently 
determined  to  require  at  the  peril  of  her  peace  and  prosperity. 

Reason  X. — “ Because  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onderdonk  ha«s  manifested  a 
spirit,  since  the  Convention  at  Harrisburg,  which  forbids  us  to  hope 
that  he  will  exercise  the  office  of  a Bishop  to  the  honour  of  God,  the 
edifying  ef  his  church,  or  as  a wholesome  example  to  the  flock  of 
Christ.” 

Answer. — -The  Remonstrants  have  in  this  reason  undertaken,  in 
general  terms,  to  degrade  the  character  of  Dr.  Onderdonk,  to  an 
extent,  not  without  example  in  the  history  of  other  parties  in  Church 
as  well  as  in  state:  and  this  is  its  only  apology.  In  what  manner  it 
comports  with  the  station  and  office  of  some  of  the  reverend  signers, 
to  make  such  an  assault  without  indication  of  time,  place,  or  circum- 
stances, and  consequently  without  affording  the  means  of  personal 
defence  to  Dr.  Onderdonk,  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  Right  Rev- 
erend Bishops  to  whom  the  paper  is  addressed.  It  is  not  at  all  un- 
likely, that  “ his  consecration  will  be  fraught  with  consequences  pre- 
judicial to  the  peace  of  the  Church,”  if  missiles  like  these  are  to  be 
hurled  in  the  dark  at  a gentleman,  who,  without  his  own  solicitation, 
and  with  an  almost  extorted  consent,  has  been  called  to  take  part  in 
her  government.  AVe  trust  however,  that  the  purpose  of  the  assault 
will  be  disappointed,  and  that  nothing  of  the  kind  will  make  that 
Reverend  gentleman  give  back,  or  renounce  the  office  that  he  finds 
'is  thus  to  be  put  by  the  clergymen  of  some  of  his  churches,  almost 


without  the  pal,1  of  Christian  charity.  That  he  will  find  an  ample 
indemnity  for  it  all  in  the  affectionate  support  and  hospitality  of  the 
almost  unknown  community  to  which  he  comes,  it  were  as  great  an 
offence  to  that  community  to  question,  as  it  has  been  against  the 
relation  of  Christian  ministers  to  do  that  which  has  compelled  the 
remark.  If  the  spirit  alluded  to,  is  only  that  spirit  of  decision  which 
appears  in  a private  letter  from  Dr.  Onderdonk,  that  in  violation  of 
the  usual  faith  which  protects  such  communications,  has  been  printed, 
and  with  notes  and  comments  that  were  untrue,  privately  circulated 
for  the  accomplishment  of  unworthy  ends,  and  particularly  for  the 
purpose  of  embroiling  other  communities  with  our  own,  we  ask  leave 
to  say,  that  while  that  spirit  appears  to  us  to  be  perfectly  compatible 
with  a temper  of  catholic  good  will  to  all  other  denominations,  it 
seems  to  be,  what  in  times  of  great  trial  and  conflict,  will  not  be 
without  its  uses  to  the  Church. 

The  Remonstrants  conclude  their  remarks  by  saying,  that  “they 
deem  it  their  duty  to  state,  that  many  persons  learned  in  the  law, 
have  given  it  as  their  deliberate  opinion,  that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Onder- 
donk has  not  been  legally  chosen  the  Assistant  Bishop  of  the  Diocese, 
and  that  if  a question  of  this  kind  should  arise  to  be  decided  in  a 
court  of  Justice,  the  consequences  cannot  be  other  than  such  as  every 
friend  of  the  church  must  deprecate.” 

If  “ the  persons  learned  in  the  law”  alluded  to,  have  given  no  other 
reasons  for  their  deliberate  opinion,  than  such  as  have  been  stated  in 
the  prfnted  paper,  the  Right  Reverend  Bishops  to  whom  they  are 
addressed,  will  have  no  dilliculty  in  allowing  to  that  opinion  its 
proper  influence.  If  they  have  given  other  and  better,  it  is  unfortu- 
nate that  they  have  not  been  made  known  for  “serious  considera- 
tion” like  the  rest.  The  opinion  of  “persons  learned  in  the  law,” 
being  given  in  a science,  whose  principles  are  matters  of  reason  rather 
than  of  faith,  it  cannot  be  expected  to  avail  much  unless  the  grounds 
of  it  are  made  known;  and  we  hope  that  nothing  has  been  kept  back 
from  the  Right  Reverend  Bishops,  that  was  likely  in  any  degree  to 
instruct  their  judgments  in  this  critical  inquiry.  If  it  is  expected 
that  the  consecration  of  Dr.  Onderdonk  is  to  be  refused,  because 
there  arc  opinions  of  persons  learned  in  the  law  against  it,  it  will 
not  be  forgotten  that  such  opinions  are  not  unfrequently  produced 
on  opposite  sides  of  the  same  case,  and  that  those  on  one  side  only 
can  be  right.  They  are  so  produced,  sometimes  by  an  imperfect 
statement  of  facts,  sometimes  by  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  law, 
and  often  by  a judgment  that  errs  in  the  application  of  the  one  to  the 
other.  If  adverse  opinions  were  a reason  for  surrendering  an  appa- 
rent right,  the  law  would  bejbut  a very  imperfect  protection,  against 
the  notions  that  some  men  might  be  found  to  entertain  of  it. 

It  is  a source  of  undissembled  grief  to  the  subscribers,  that  the  Re- 
monstrants should  resort  to  the  language  of  menace,  as  useless  as  it 
is  undignified.  If  a recourse  to  the  law  is  to  produce  consequences 
which  every  friend  of  the  church  must  deprecate,  the  friends  of  the 
church  will  not  rashly  have  rccourst  to  it.  If,  however,  the  law  shall 
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be  thought  better  than  the  councils  ot  the  church,  no  one  can  deny 
that  the  courts  are  open  to  all,  and  that  any  one  may  enter  who  pleases. 
That  any  one  will  enter  who  deprecates  (he  consequences,  is  not 
probable;  but  if,  under  a profession  of  that  import,  the  Remonstrants 
or  any  one  else  shall  nevertheless  think  lit  to  go  in,  we  hope  that  in 
this  free  and  happy  land,  the  justice  of  the  law  will  not  be  round  less 
tolerable  by  the  church,  than  the  contentions  of  her  divided  members. 
At  all  events,  we  suppose  it  will  not  be  forgotten,  that  the  first  refer- 
ence  to  such  an  arbiter,  upon  a question  of  spiritual  relation,  has  not 
come  from  the  friends  of  Dr.  Onderdonk. 

In  conclusion,  we  commit  to  you,  the  venerable  fathers  of  the  church 
in  these  states,  our  brief  answers  to  the  “ reasons”  urged  against  the 
consecration  of  our  Assistant  Bishop  elect.  We  do  not  permit  our- 
selves to  entertain  a doubt,  that  the  election  of  Dr.  Onderdonk,  having 
been  deemed  valid  by  every  Standing  Committee  in  the  Union,  and 
as  such  reported  to  the  bishops,  all  of  whom,  except  one,  who  has  not 
been  heard  from,  have  assented  to  the  consecration,  this  ceremony 
will  be  delayed  for  any  cause  alleged  in  the  printed  paper:  but 
we  leave  the  matter  in  all  confidence  to  your  paternal  judgments.  If 
disaffection  and  discord  are  to  flow  from  that  consecration,  we  have 
a confident  hope  that  God  will  overrule  them  both  to  our  own  good, 
if  we  ask  it  faithfully  through  the  divine  head  of  the  church. 

We  are, 


Right  Reverend  Sirs, 

Your  affectionate  friends  and  dutiful  servants, 

».  - 

Signed, 

Robert  Blackwell. 

Joseph  Hutchins. 

Frederick  Beasley. 

James  Abercrombie,  Senior  Assistant  Minister  of  Christ  Church, 

St.  Peter’s,  and  St.  James’s. 

James  Montgomery,  Rector  of  St.  Stephen’s  Church,  Philadelphia. 
Jackson  Kemper,  An  Assistant  Minister  of  Christ  Church,  etc. 

Philadelphia. 

Minister  of  St.  Mark’s,  Mantua,  and  St. 

Mary’s,  Ilamiltonville. 

Rector  of  St.  John’s  Church,  Norristown, 
and  St.  James’s  Church,  Perkiomen. 
Rector  of  St.  John’s  Church,  Carlisle. 


George  Weller, 
J.  C.  Clay, 


Joseph  Spencer, 

Samuel  Sitgreaves. 

W.  H.  De  Lancey,  An  Assistant  Minister  of  Christ  Church,  St. 

Peter’s  and  St.  James’s,  Philadelphia. 
Rector  of  Trinity  Church,  Southwark,  Phila- 
delphia. 

Rector  of  St.  Luke’s,  Germantown,  and  St. 
Thomas’  Church,  White  Marsh. 


Wm.  C.  Meade, 


John  Rodney,  Jr. 
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Horace  Binney, 
William  Meredith,  5 


> Deputies  from  St.  Peter’s  Church, 


Thomas  H.  White, 
George  Tryon, 
Philip  H.  Nicklin,  J 


l 


Deputies  from  Christ  Church. 
Thomas  Ha™*’?  DePuties  from  St-  James’s  Church. 


Samuel  Hazlehurst,  "1 

William  J.  Bell,  [-Deputies  from  St.  Stephen’s  Church. 

N.  Chapman,  J 

Edward  Wallington,  ~)  n ..  e ~ ■ 

George  P.  Story,  L Deputies  from  Trinity  Church,  South- 

Jesper  Harding, 


1 


wark. 


Joseph  R.  Ingersoll,  Deputy  from  St.  Mark’s  Church,  Mantua. 
Samuel  Cox,  Deputy  from  All  Saints  Church,  Philadelphia  coun'tv. 

.Philadelphia , October  S,  1827. 


